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The Examiner cannot justify an inherency rejection unless there is no other possible way 
that the structure operates. MJ.E.P. § 21 12. There is another way that the prior art may operate. 
It may perform relatively poorly without the effect of spring bias. Therefore, the Examiner 

cannot rely on inherency. 

Moreover, the suggestion that Figure 9 shows a spring biased catch is without any bas 1S 
whatsoever. There is nothing whatsoever in connection with Figure 9 or its description winch m 
any way describes, suggests, or implies that the catch is spring biased. 

Therefore, the rejection is without foundation and should be reconsidered. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Date: November 21. 2002 
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